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Bicycle Plan for the MAPC Region

MAPCs 1997 Regional Bicvele & Pedestrian Plan has been in effect for eight years. MAPC

intends 10 update this plan to reflect subsequent changes in project status, land use,
demographics, and funding. The updated plan is anticipated to contain at least the following
clements:

1.

introduction

1.1. Plan scope and purpose

*  Discuss status of implementation of previous plan’s recommendations {and what
has been learned from these successes and failures).

1.2. Legislative and planning context

1.3. Policy Framework: MetroPlan/MetroFuture

= National, Commonwealth, local context and efforts
1.4. Public Participation

1.5. Benefits of bicycling and bicycling facilities
= Discussion of “public health” sector ¢fforts in recent vears
*  Bicychng’s role in Transportation-Land Use connection: Smart Growih and
Sustainability
Goals, Objectives
2.1. On-Road Improvements
2.2. Off-Road Improvements
Regional System: Existing Conditions

3.1. Bicycle travel in the region: frequency, demographic, and trip
characteristics

3.2. Bicyclist user types: FHWA terminology A, B, and C

3.3. Types of facilities; preferred facility types

* Including: shared lane, wide curb lane, usable shoulder, hike lane
*  Matching users and trips



3.4. Existing and proposed facilities

»  Using updated map and database to match travel patterns and user types with
existing facilities

3.5. Existing and proposed regulatory components

3.6. Existing and proposed organizational resources

3.7. Opportunities for improvement to the current systems

Improving the Regional Bicycle System

4.1. Identifying regional priorities

° Includimg TIP critenia, MAPC Smart Growth principles
» Ensuring conformance with Commonwealth policies and programs

4.2. Identifying and evaluating regional priority projects

»  On-Road Facility Prioritization process

»  Off-Road Facihity Priontization process

ks

See attached Matrix for these On- and Off-Road Facility Criteria

Recommended Stralegies and Implementation

5.1. Facility planning, development, and mainienance

5.2. Education and encouragement

5.3. Involvement and Influence: Key Tasks

¢ J.ocal Level:

3

Develop bieyele accommodations check-list for municipal use during project
development review

Research and develop recommended changes to zoning {consulting, among
other resources, Statewide Bivvele Transportation Plun)

= Regional:

)

Continue dedication 1o addressing bike issues with MEPA review
EncouragemenvEducation through web - On-line interactive trail status map
Continue mvelvement in Legislative Bike/Ped Caucus

Participate in Statewide Conference

Provide annual updaies to sub-regions

Continue to participate in MBTA Bike Committee



*  Promote Safe Routes 1o School efforts

= State:

¢ Actve invelvement with Statewide bicycle plan update

¢ Fully participate in statewide Bike/Ped Advisory Board (EOT)

* Appropriately influence ye-write of MassHighway design manual 1o further
plan objectives, including lane edge stripe {(fog line) and other en-road
facilities discussed earlier

*  Coordmation with MassBike and other hicveling interest groups

5.4. Enforcement Efforts at the State and Local Levels

5.5. Funding

* Direct regional funding influence held by MAPC — commitment (o priorities
identified in this plan
¢ Research potential funding sources and disseminate 1o local communities

Bibliography and Works Cited
The proposed plan content is based on 3 variety of sources. Specific: ally, the current bicyele plans of MAPC and
Vhe Commonwealth of Massachusetts are important foundations, Other bicycle plans were analyzed, including

plans for Portland, OR; Maricopa County, AZ: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, CA; Tm{)mo ON;
hMadison/Dane Cotmt}’ Wi Pionesr V ailm Planning Commission, MA; State of Wiscensin: State of Florida.



On-Road Bicycle Accommodation in the Greater Boston Region:
Possible Treatments

Fhere ss general agreement at the {ocal. regional, and Commonwealth levels that increased bicycling
will result in improved public bealth and reduced avtomobile use. While this agreement continues
to strengthen, there 1s still a considerable amount of work to be done in order to create a bicycle-
fniendly environment. Public discussion continues on what types of facilities should be pianned and
butlt. and how they should be financed and maintained.

Bicyele faalities are typieally divided into two types: on-road and ofi-road. The most visible {and
perhaps the most ;m;mi i are off-road paths. While they are often celebrated and well-used, their
absolute number is Tow and they are relatvely expensive to construct and maintain, Dedicated off-
road bicycle paths are ymportant and desirable ¢lements of a comprehensive regional bicycle facility
network, but they do not always provide bicyclists with directiaccess to particular origins and
destinations.  However, on-road bicycle facilities are equl h} nmporant because they serve a
majority of origins and destinations. The existing mfrasiructure of public streets and roads must
serve all members of the public, and that includes bicyclis

There are several types of ungrozld bicyvele fac‘ihilés cach of -which differsn terms of costs,
benefits, and appropriateness. e FHWA. in its 1994 Selecnng Roadway Desrgn Treatmenis (o
Accommodate Bicveles, categorizes Ihe%c fau]mcs as foTiows‘ ’

Bike Lang
By deﬂmhon, a biké !'mﬁ, is.a portion of the roadway designated
by striping. signing, and/or pavement markings for preferential or
exclugive use of bicycles. Designated for the exclusive use of
cyclists, they c‘m increase predictability and safety. (1enera}1
b]ke lanes should: be 5" wide. With high vohumes and speeds, 6°
dpp] opzlaiL “The minimum lane widths are 4° next o curb and %
‘next o pdrkmg The mimmum dimension of parking phus bike
]&}’Je“]S 127 (preferably greater). Where space is available, wider
parking lanes should be implemented. The bicycle Jane pictured
below changes from being located between on-street parking and
through lanes to being immediately next to the curb.

Usable Shoulider

A usable shoulder 1s a paved portion of the roadway to the
right of the lane edge stripe designed to serve multiple
purposes, 1ncluding bicycling. Where sufficient travel lane
width exists, a usable shoulder may be created by shifting
the lane edge stripe 1oward the centerline. By decreasing the
width of the travel lane, several benefits may be achieved,
mcluding more operating space for bicychists, prompting
greater adherence to lane markings by motor vehicles.
Usable shoulders can be gradually implemented as part of
standard operating procedure, and may be applied to a wide variety of roads types.

Metropoiitan Area Planning Council



Recommended widths for usable shoulders vary depending on average daily traffic volume,
percentage of trucks, and average traffic speed, among other factors. A general approach that can
be almost universally apphed recommends that the inside travel lane be striped at 107 or 117 wide
(or less. where appropriate) with the remaining roadway width becoming a usable shoulder. While
itis desirable to have paved shoulders of at least 47, any additional shoulder width is better than
none at all, especially for experienced bicyclists,  Sheulders that are less than AASHTO
recomimended dimenstons are not usually marked as bicyele facilities, though they essentially
function ag such. On rural roads, rumble strips can create hazardous conditions for cychists.

Usable shoulders should be designed in & consistent manner and smoothly paved, and free of
parallet drainage grates and abrupt grade changes. Shoulders must also be kept clear of debris and
encroaching vegetation,

Wide Curb Lane
Where limited n'ght-

otograph-to the left. It is essenually a vnde
parking lane next to a shightly narrower travel lane. This
provides some: quae tor {,yﬁ,hsls ()ﬁen m snualzom like this

circumstance §s 1o use a shared lane p’n’emem m'nkmg This
shows motorists the appm\um’ne }ocanen of bicycte travel without Himiting bicyclists to a certain
part of the poadway. ,_

Shared Lane

A shared lane is essentially a “standard” sized lane (10°-127) that
“accommodates both motor vehicles and bicycles. Shared lanes work
‘best in environments such as quiet urban residential neighborhoods or
on low-volume rural roads. Some sireets may work well as a shared
use environment if traffic calming is used to ensure appropriate speeds
and driver behavior. If implemented on higher volume and higher
speed roads, only experienced adult bicyclists would likely be
attracted.

If you have an nterest in further exploring ways to facilitate bicycling in your community, please
contact the Metropolitan Area Planning Counci! for information.

Metropolitan Ares Planning Councii
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DRAFT - Comparison of Recommended Dimensions for Bicycle Facilities

Wide Curb Lane

Shoulder

Bike Lane

NotesiSaurge

American
Association of
State Highway
and
Transportation
Officials
(AASHTO)

gﬁ hared Lane
ﬁ Wider than 12°

14" recommended,
sometimeas 195
preferred/necessary.
With parking, min. 12'
combined parking/bike
travel iane

"Any additional shouider
width is hetter than none at
all", recommendead mirimum
is 4'; §' from guardrail or
curb; greater width for
migher ADT/Arucks

4"if no curb or gutter; 5" i
adjacent o parking or
curb or guardrail, 11’
shared bike lane and
parking area if no curk
face, 12'if curb face

Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities, 1999

Faderal Mighway
Administration
(FHWA)

Oniy for group A
cyclisis: 12,

14 up to 18" when
righer ADT and speed
8 only for Group A
cyelists)

Minimum 4', up to 8" when
higher ADT and speead. 27
acceptable for

Afexperienced aduit bioycist

Minkmum 3 8 when
higher ADT and speed

Selecting Roadway Design Treatments
to Accommodate Bicycles, 1954

MassHighway
Buiiding Betlter
Bicycling (1999)

Trave! Lane:
Arteriai=11.5"
Collector/lLocal=1

Arerial=19.7";

CodectorflLocal=14 8

Arterial=g";
CodectariLpcai=d’

Cites AASHTO guidanc

Building Befter Bicycling {1995)
Lower speed and ADT=decreased
widths (2 <1500 ADT, 30mph = 10
travei lane, 1.8' shoulder

WassHighway
Design
Subcommittee 5

£ <12", nol considered
“bicycle

accommaodation’
used, should inciu
mprovemeants, e,

Tproved sewer graies

14-15", where space for
ke lang is insufficient

|geat for rural reads. ca
work on urban and
suburban roads; range |

2-5' 8 areferred

Minimum of 4" against
when traffic speed is
>30mah 1516 {anes
should be striped as b
anes

curb, 5" against parking, &'

Roads shouid be designed for "8" {less

experienced adull) bicyciists

pridge access

Pedestrian and 17 shared bike jane 147 15" where extra &' minimum; less is hepf 4"if no curb or gutler; 53 | bicyehnginfo.org :
Bicyciing and parking mﬂmm frno o space for maneuvenng but should not be marked as | adjacent 1o parking of .
Information curh face, 12" curl "is needed (steep grades, | a fac 5" guardraii curb or guardrail.

| Center face , along parked cars, other ,\< dihs shouid increase |

i abstlacles) higher bike usage, vehiciz

i speeds »50mph, increased

i ruck/ous traffic

Slate of <m352 Mindmium 1% 1215 ﬁ Al lgast 315 preferred, 48 htipfiwww. aol state.vb us/progdeviDocu
Agency o P Range:s Ve 10 menle/LTF{FinalPedeslrianAndBicyclel
5505:3 acibiy/PedBike TOC him!
Cregon DOT <Z28mph or <3000 ADT >4 <18 Recommeanded & e Mimmum 4' up to &' ] fervewr odol. state. or us/techservibike
(BikePed Plan) from 2'to & | walk/planimagitoc-imag him

Definitions of Facility Types {Federal Highw

Shared Lane:

Wide Curb banpe:
Usable Shouider:
Bike Lana:

Group A cyelist:

Shared motar vehicle/bicycle use of a "standard”-width travel iang

An outside trave! lane
A paved portion of the

_,
4
o
o

portion of the roadway
xperienced, adutt bicy

with a width of at least 14

roadway to the right of the edge stripe designed to serve picyclists

Group B cyelist:

vy Administration (FHWA), Selecting Roadway Design Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles)

designated by striping, signing, andfor pavement markings for preferential or exclusive uss of bicycle

Less experienced adult bicyclist



Draft Criteria for Prioritizing
Potential On-Road Bicycle
Facilities

Background |
Rubel Map - Fdentifieawas—r'e—cbgﬁﬁendédﬂ_w
route?

MetroWest 1996 Map

Existing Studies mentoning on-road
facitities(including CTPS)

Municipal Commitment (bike#riencﬁ!yﬁ"
provisions in site plan regs, Master Flan; e,
require bicycle accommedation, mixed use

zoning, road network with good connectivity}

Methodology developed in 1998 Stafewide |
Bicycle Transportation Plar (check)

Physical Characteristics
Paved Shoulder Existing?
| Travel Lane Width (>14)
Cn-Street Parking

Pavemeni Condition {Smooth?wgé';—"_u—_
Bicycle-Sale Drains/Grates |
| Terrain {(Hilly or Fiat)
Sight Dislance

Timing of Repaving (Local and State Roéﬁs_)w

Existence of Preferable Aliernative Route?

Intersection Frequency anduu(TharaéEristics

Utility/Usabikity
Conneclivity to Existing Off-Road
Conneclivity 1o Existing On-Road
Connectivity to Potential Off-Road
Corneclivity o Potential On-Road
Proximity 1o Transil o
Proximity to Other Generators and majof
destinations (including Retail Centers,
Schools, Concentrated Employment Sites,
Recreation Areas)

VDensily in Corridor

Journey to Work Mode Share of Bike/Walk |

% of Residents that Live and Work in the |
Same Community {or alternately, Commute
Length)

Traffic Operations

ADT

Yo Truck/Bus Traffic

Speed (Posted/Observed)
Bicycle or Pedestrian Crashes




Draft Criteria for Prioritizing
Potential Off-Road Bicycle
Facilities

Status Information

Proponent {if not town)

Existing or Under Consliruction

Previous Planning? {month/year)

Actively Planning? Completed?

Feasibility Study? {month/year)

Design Work Completed? {phase)
{month/year)

Actively Designing? (phase)

Right of Way

Owner

Lease or Acguire?

| ease Terms Favorable?

Acquisition cosis

ROW Horizon (0-2, 2-5, 5+ yrs)

Utitity/Usability

Connects with Existing Segment?

Connection Between Two Existing
Segments? .

Part of a "Significant” Network?

Pop/Emp Density (Hi/ Med/Low)?

Number (and list) of Malor Generalors?

Use Projections - commute trips priorttized

Supports Suslainable Development/TOD

Municipal Commitment

Staff Actively Working on Project?

Contact Person(s)

% Spent on Project”?

Future Financial Commit?

Secured State or Fed Funds?

Private Funds?

Right-of-Way Criteria

Cwnership {fee, location, easements)

Encroachments (if known)

Existing utiities -gas, water sewer, electric

Potentialfuture wtility accommodations and
leveraging cpportunities

Observed intersections w/public and private
at-grade crossings

Known on-site or immediately adjacent
environmental concems

Known plans for other transporiation uses in
corndor (i e. Urban Ring, haul roads,
busways}




MAPC Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Planning

www.mapc.orgiwhats new.html

Minuterman Advisory Group on Interiocal
Coordination (MAGIC) Subregion

May 12, 2005

Bicycke and Fedeztrian Plabning i e MAFC Regint

Background
Existing plan: MAPC Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan (19987) .
» MAPC is well suited to perform this update

= Timing is right: MA Highway Design Manual
and Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans
are being updated

= Workscope has been approved, work has
begun; this is a two-year process

Bicych and Pedestrian Planning in the MAPC Region

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

- Goal: tofacilitate and encourage bicycling
and walking as convenient, safe, and
practical forms of transportation in the MAPC

region

- Focus: on outreach, connectivity, and resulits
rather than the simple writing of a plan

- Strategy: to link on and off road facilities and
ermphasize that streets are for everyone

Ricyele poxd Pedasyrian Planning in the MAPC Region




Outreach

* Muricipalities

- MAPC Subregions

- MassHighway Asscciation

> MassBike

- Other Massachusetis RPAs

* MassHighway District Offices

« Executive Office of Transportation

* Department of Conservation and Recreation

* Local Bike Committees, Planning & DPW staff,
 and others .

Bicyck ard Pedestrian Planning in the MARC Regicn

MAPC’s Efforts to Improve
Regional Bicycle Accommodations

* Encourage and prioritize investmenis in off-
road bicycle facilities

- Actively promote appropriate on-road bicycle
accommodation to improve better
connectivity and access

@ Bicycie and Pedestrian Planning in the MAPG Hogion

Off-Road Trails

R 4P Bioycle and Pedestrin Planning in the MAPC Region




Types of On-Road Bicycle
Accommodation

2. Usabte Shoulder

Bicycle and Pedestrsn Planning in the MARS Region

Regional Off-Road Trails

Dicycie and Pedestrian Planming in the MAPC Region

Potential Roadways for On-Road
Bicycle Facilities

iR Egintn Gagr 36 e Wit
2 Shenitune Scagreied try Wichh

BRAFT

Bioytle and Pedestzian Plamning in the MAPE Region

o8}



Mapping — Off-Road Rail Trails in
MAGIC Subregion

Bieycl and Prdestrian Planniog in the MAFC Region

Pictometry image of Assabet
Raiil Corridor, Hudson

E.;:,\ﬂj' Bicycle and Fedesttian Planning in the MAPC Reglon

Funding Resources

= Chapter 90 funds for road improvementis

» Enhancement Prograrm funded by Mass
Highway

- Recreational Trails Program funded by
Department of Conservation & Recreation
{DCR}

- Greenways Program funded by DCR

- Congestion Management & Air Quality
Funds (CMAQ)

= Community Preservation Act

Bicycie and Fedestrian Planping in the MAPT Region




Next Steps

MAPC Bicycle Planning -

Check www.mapc.orgfwhats_new.htmi for
project information, vpdates, and the opportunity
io be involved

* Alsorwww.mapc.orgltransportationftransportation
_aiternatives. htmi

Funding Opportunities -

- www.mapc.orgitransportationffunding_opportunit
ies.html

Send comments to: Bike_Plan@mapc org

Bisyche and Fedesttizn Planning in the MAPT Ragion

Benefits of Pedestrian and
Bicycle Accommodations
Recreation and fitness facilities for all
ages and abiiities

» Safe routes to schools

= Access to parks and recreation

+ Link to the town center

- Asseti to increase property values

- Enjoyment of natural areas

+ Historic preservation

e
LV,!}‘P:;I) Bicycle at Pedestrian Planning in thxe MAPC Reginn




